The semi-permanent presidency of the European Council, introduced by virtue of the Lisbon Treaty, has restructured the organizational space of the EU presidency, becoming the new leadership centre in the EU institutional engineering. Consequently the institutional balance in the whole system has been changed, however without a clear jurisdictional delimitation of the competences between the components of this multi-centre political system. In the imprecisely deined conceptual framework of the new space of the EU presidency, there exists a question of the possibility of various levels multiplying and overlapping with each other, giving rise to a potential conlict of power in this area.
combined with an at least alleged political responsibility 1 , has been transformed as a result of the Lisbon reform, which gave it a hybrid character. As a result of the changes, the EU presidency is exercised in two ways, both in the most traditional dimension, that is by the Member States within the framework of a rotating presidency, and in the denationalised dimension, in which the presidency over a speciic institution is entrusted for the duration of a speciic term to a personal substrate of said institution 2 . However, after the Lisbon Treaty the semi-permanent presidency mechanism, encompassing currently also the Foreign Affairs Council and the European Council, was markedly broadened.
Institutionalized presidency of the European Council, by restructuring the organizational space of the EU presidency 3 , has undoubtedly changed the institutional balance in the whole EU political system. This statement, as right as obvious -such a consequence of the creation of the position of the permanent President of the European Council was anticipated as early as at the stage of granting formal and legal shape of this concept in the Constitutional Treaty 4 -justiies the attempt below to analyse the implications of the introduced solutions, on the basis of identiication of the relational potential 5 of this new leadership centre in the post-Lisbon system of presidency in the European Union. When introducing the new levels of presidency into the EU institutional engineering -that is the President of the European Council and the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy and reforming the existing formats of the EU presidency (the changed 18-month-long group presidency of the Council) -the Lisbon Treaty was not able to make a clear jurisdictional delimitation between the components of this multi-centre system. Consequently, in the imprecisely deined conceptual framework of the new space of the EU presidency, there continues to exist a question of the possibility and implications of various levels multiplying and overlapping with each other, which may give rise, if not so much to a potential conlict of power, then to the confusion in this area. Identiication of qualitative consequences of creating the new permanent position of the President of the European Council, which arise -as it is justiiably raised in the doctrine -not from 195 prerogatives of the President of the European Council) aspects of conceptualisation of the idea of the presidency of the European Council which supplement these formal matters 6 , is consequentially necessary not only to capture the essence of the new formula of presiding over work of this EU institution.
As a result of the research problem being deined in such a way, the structural relations between the President of the European Council and his institutional partners in the EU two-way presidency system 7 , meaning the President of the European Commission, the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy and the national rotating presidency, will be analysed.
I. THE PRESIDENT OF THE EUROPEAN COUNCIL AND THE PRESIDENT OF THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION
The concerns about the consequences of an appearance of another centre of power that rivals the President of the European Commission in the form of the President of the European Council constituted the basis for the opposition of smaller Member States against the project of introduction of elected presidency in the European Council 8 . It was argued that the permanent President of the European Council along with the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy will not only weaken the system of rotating presidency, and thereby diminish the importance of the principle of equality of the EU Member States which constitutes the foundation of the European Union, but also strengthen the intergovernmental aspect of the EU at the expense of a supranational dimension of the integration through undermining the position of the Commission President 9 . For these reasons, opponents of the idea of semi-permanent presidency of the European Council called for retaining, in principle, the existing presidency model with introduction of certain changes into it.
The avoidance of the rivalry between the Presidents of the two institutions was a highly complex task requiring that a balanced solution be found or that one of two opposing proposition be entirely rejected. With the volume of the EU competences not being enlarged, it is not basically possible to assign them in such a way to introduce a strong President of the European Council and at the same . The currently applicable primary and secondary law regulations governing the status of the President of the European Council and the President of the Commission seem to be an expression of a compromise, which seeks common denominator for diverse views regarding the EU presidency, thereby -the EU executive power. The solution that was inally adopted was supposed to satisfy the demands by introduction of one-person presidency model in the European Council with simultaneous dispelling of fears about the future position of the Commission President 11 . However, competences of both the presidency formats failed to be clearly divided, therefore the shape of the EU executive will be determined not only by the normative aspect but also the factual dimension 12 , especially in those areas where the mutual relations of both the Presidents are affected by overlapping inluence.
In the search for those ields of mutual correlation or intersection between the two ofices, determined by relevant competence norms and inherently burdened with the risk of conlict or misunderstanding, one must, irst of all, take into consideration the assignments determined by the Treaty for both the Presidents which go beyond their managerial obligations related to presiding over the work of the European Commission and the European Council, respectively. Therefore their activity in the ield of the external representation of the European Union continues to be an object of interest, as both the President of the European Council and the Commission President play an important role in it, although as shown by the practice of integration processes, the newly appointed ofice of the President of the European Council -in many cases also in the ield of EU internal policiesentered the area of activity of the Commission presidency, often overshadowing the importance of the Commission President
13
. From formal and legal perspective, there should not be any conlict of power between the two actors, neither in the area of internal EU actions (the President of the European Council was not, in essence, equipped with powers concerning this area of EU policies, although in the past few years he has been appointed head of several working groups established to study speciic issues of EU integration and to deliver proposals of their resolutions 14 ) nor in the external area of its activity, as they have different scopes of EU representation. The Commission President represents the EU with regard to all aspects of external relations except for the Common Foreign and Security Policy and "any speciic sectoral policies falling within the scope of the external action of the Union"
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. On the other hand, Art. 15(6) TEU, deining the responsibilities of the President of the European Council in the area of the Union's external relations, narrows down said scope to the area of Common Foreign and Security Policy. Such a legal solution, despite suggesting synergy between the two representation centres of the EU on the international arena, does not eliminate the risk of misunderstandings, as most of the areas included in the competencies of the European Commission raises implications in the external area of the Union's activity 16 . In this context, the practice of external representation of the Union placed in the legal framework introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon may make it possible for the President of the European Council and the Commission President to block their competence freedom in the area of external dimension of the economic policy. This will apply, irst and foremost, to the EU representation during G-20 and G-8 meetings that are performed by both the actors if they are held on the highest level of political leadership -the prime ministers and the Presidents
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. The importance of these meetings and the political weight of the matters discussed and decisions reached on these summits may add fuel to the competitive tendencies between the two positions, if each of them attempts to highlight the authority of their ofice, leading to unavoidable discrepancy in the voice of the EU occurring in the place of one coherent position.
Such a factual and legal state poses a serious risk of formation and parallel existence of two competitive centres of power in the European Union while their being equipped with general and imprecisely deined catalogues of treaty assignment and prerogatives may lead to dificulties in determining and executing their respective scopes of responsibilities 18 . In particular, negative implications for both the actors may be carried by imprecise formula about the EU representation by the President of the European Council in the CFSP area "at his level and in that capacity". It does not answer the question whether the level of the President of the European Council is also the level of the Commission President, who is a member just like the Heads of State or Government and its President, being, similarly 
to the last one, deprived of the right to vote in case the European Council enters the voting procedure. May their positions be construed as equal to each other for the sake of that regulation? 19 If not, will such a decrease in importance of the Commission President in the forum of the European Council not carry negative implications for the quality of negotiation procedures and the mechanisms aimed at reaching the consensus, in whose creation the authority of the head of the Commission oftentimes played a key role?
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Effective fulilment of the obligation to act to reach coherence and consensus by the President of the European Council during its work would compensate this potential marginalisation of the importance of the Commission President, however it requires the previous, being illed with practical content of imprecise legal regulation.
A solution to these problems may be correlation of the election of the President of the European Council with the election of the President of the European Commission 21 or integration of these two ofices. A return to this most radical concept of reforming the EU presidency system is not only probable in the future debate on the EU institutional structures but also feasible in the current legal state . Decision not to introduce such a solution can only be dictated by the fear about the effectiveness of such an accumulated presidency, threatened by quite different objectives of the two institutions 24 -the European Commission is, after all, a supranational institution, supporting the interest of the Union as a whole, while the European Council is a representation forum for the Member States and the diverse areas of competence of the two ofices that are determined by them. 
FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND SECURITY POLICY
The responsibilities assigned to the President of the European Council regarding the representation of the EU in matters related to the foreign and security policy conirms his functional introduction into the frameworks of the EU executive power. At the same time, the Lisbon reform leads to the formation of an executive centre which is autonomised with regard to the Member States -the ofice of the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, presiding over works of the Foreign Affairs Council and responsible primarily for pursuing the EU foreign policy. Equipping the both elements of the EU presidency system in lagship competencies of executive power 25 implies eclecticism of legal regulation in this area The solution adopted in the Treaty of Lisbon in the ield of external representation of the EU must be surprising especially in the light of the premises of the institutional reform in this area. Creation of a separate ofice of the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy combining at the same time the function of the current High Representative for Common Foreign and Security Policy, the commissioner for external relations and the country presidency in the External Affairs Council, was supposed to eliminate the main inconvenience of structural fragmentation of CFSP environment -the rivalry between the European Commission and the high representative of the Union as well as between the high representative of the Union and the Member State exercising presidency for the inluence over the shape of the EU external relations
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, and thereby strengthen the coordination in the EU foreign policy and ensure its consistent representation on the international arena
31
. It is dificult to view the introduction of the new centre of power in this area in the form of the President of the European Council as a successful attempt to rationalise the existing mechanisms and structures without precise redistribution of the volume of competencies existing within it. Equipping the President of the European Council with powers to represent the EU in external affairs not only multiplies the organisation surroundings of the EU foreign policy and the area of its external actions but also strengthens the decision dichotomy that arises from intergovernmental nature of the Common Foreign and Security Policy and the supranational character of the EU actions on the international arena -the President of the European Council representing the EU on his level articulates the interests of the Heads of State or Government and not the supranational interest of the EU -the dichotomy which the reform of CFSP institutional facilities was supposed to be a medicine for 32 . One must not rule out that the Heads of State or Government, in particular the state of the current presidency, will seek to take advantage of this legal solution in their own interest, since other channels of their inluence in the area of external relations have been blocked as a result of the Lisbon reform by depriving them of the leadership in two institutions that are of utmost importance in this ield -the External Affairs Council and the European Council, and also by depriving them of the power to represent the EU in matters covered by the Common Foreign and Security Policy In the light of the results which the completed structural reform of the Common Foreign and Security Policy was supposed to contribute to achieve, a question arises how to ensure an appropriate level of coordination between different presidency levels in the presence of such an ambiguous institutional instrumentarium? In other words, how to correlate the activities undertaken within the CFSP framework by the President of the European Council and the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy? Both of them represent the Union in the area of the Common Foreign and Security Policy, although the President does that "at his level and in that capacity". The attempt to ill the unclear treaty provisions regarding these levels with content that is suficiently explicative so that they could be given an operative value leads to the conclusion about assigning the level of representation of the President of the European Council to the level of the Heads of State or Government, the level of the high representative of the Union to the lower ministerial rank 35 . Is or can such a division of layers of representation be in any way indicative of the assessment of their positions in the presidency system in the area of external relations? To put it plainly, does it signify a hierarchisation of their positions and if so, how is it directed? Taking into consideration the above-mentioned levels of representation undoubtedly suggests a leading role of the President of the European Council, especially when one takes into account the European Council's competence that is fundamental for programming the Common Foreign and Security Policy 36 and deining strategic objectives and interests of the EU in the area of external actions 37 , whose decisions the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy is by treaty obliged to ensure to execute 38 . On the other hand, it is the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, not the President of the European Council, that makes contributions the development of CFSP by submitting his propositions and conducts this policy 39 . In addition, he presides over the Foreign Affairs Council 40 -formation of the Council which is equipped by the Treaty with decision-making competencies in the area of the Common Foreign and Security Policy that are no less important than those of the European Council -as it "shall frame the Common Foreign and Security Policy and take the decisions necessary 34 P. Świeboda, op. cit., p. 98. 35 . The High Representative of the Union not only takes part in the work of the Council but also is a member of the European Commission and one of its vice-Presidents, responsible for the coherence of the EU external actions 43 . In all of these double or even triple roles, he is not only anchored in the Commission and the Council but also constitutes an EU ofice that is equipped with its own catalogue of competencies -the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy has instruments, also of an executive character 44 , that are not available to the European Council. Such a legal solution encouraged assessment, formulated by some, that in the new EU presidency system, the permanent President of the European Council has not only smaller powers than the Head of State or Government that fulilled that role so far but also holds a weaker position in the area of external relations than the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, performing oftentimes a purely representative role 45 . The assessment of the actual activity of the President of the European Council does not justify such a statement, though.
III. THE PRESIDENT OF THE EUROPEAN COUNCIL AND THE ROTATING PRESIDENCY OF THE COUNCIL
Entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, and along with it the creation of a permanent President of the European Council had its implications also for the position of the national presidency in the EU political system. The problem of mutual relations between these centres of the EU presidency system is an issue of utmost importance, both normative and political. Their arrangement has a bearing on the holistic image of the presidency in the EU, deciding, and in essence co-deciding along with above-mentioned structural and competence-related connections in a multi-node network of the EU presidency, about its eficiency.
The Treaty of Lisbon, by installing the stable and full-time presidency of the European Council breaks strong ties between the presidency of the Council and the presidency of the European Council by eliminating from the legal transactions the existing stipulation of Art. 
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Pobrane z czasopisma Studia Iuridica Lublinensia http://studiaiuridica.umcs.pl Data: 29/12/2018 19:22:21 U M C S 203 the Member State which presided at the time over the Council. It also deprived the national rotating presidency of other important powers through assigning these powers to the President of the European Council, thus marginalising it in the area of internal activity of the European Council but also, which seems even more aflictive to the Member States, in the area of the EU external relations
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. As a consequence, the role of the Member States and the Heads of State or Government has been severely reduced in the post-Lisbon EU's leadership architecture 47 . At the same time the treaty solutions were introduced to protect the interests of the Member States in the reformed EU presidency system by introducing the requirement of close cooperation between the rotating presidency and the President of the European Council (as well as the Commission President and the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy) 48 . Said regulations of the institutionalised aspects of presidency do not determine in advance, however, the actual relations between the rotating presidency and the permanent President of the European Council, whose formation depends essentially on their practical dimension 49 . As a consequence, they do not eliminate the risk of antagonisms between the two centres of the EU presidency that are so disadvantageous from the EU's point of view. Hidden in them is also a potential for disputes and tensions, however it is not determined by overlapping scopes of competences of the rotating presidency and the President of the European Council to such an extent as in case of relations between the President of the European Council and the Commission President or the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. Rather it becomes an ambition conlict related to the decreasing position -and thereby the prestige -of the former in the organisational system of the European Union as a result of introducing semipermanent presidency of the European Council. Protocol-related and political dissonances, caused by deprivation of the Head of State or Government from the presidency country of the leadership in the European Council, may constitute one of the sources of potential tensions, especially if the new President does not want or is not able to make concessions to the Head of State of Government of the presidency country, necessary to work out a compromise with the Member States 50 . A generator of misunderstandings may also be the deprivation of the rotating pres- , it concurrently creates a risk of misunderstanding between the President of the European Council and the state exercising the presidency of the General Affairs Council in fulilment of their assignment in this scope. The treaties do not clarify the conditions of such a cooperation, making it impossible to precisely divide the competencies between the engaged actors, and as a result creating a risk of hierarchisation of relations between them that may arise, as it seems, from the leading role granted in this area to the President of the European Council -Art. 2(3) of the Rules of Procedure of the European Council 58 clearly provides that the President establishes this close cooperation and coordination with the presidency, not the other way round. In such a scenario of development of the relation between the President of the European Council and the President of the General Affairs Council, the position of the latter -and along with it, a national rotating presidency -will undoubtedly be further marginalised and its role may be limited to responsibilities of organisational character, eliminating from the work of the European Council these speciic mechanisms, beneicial from the EU viewpoint, whose uncriticised application was related to the presidency of a given Member State One must, irst of all, indicate that institutionalisation of the presidency in the European Council diminishes the importance of the principle of the equality of states 63 considered so far to be the greatest merit of the rotating presidency mechanism 64 . With the introduction of an elective term position of the President of the European Council, steering the works of this institution is not shared on the principle of equal rotation by all the Member States but becomes a structure that is external to them. Separating the presidency from the Member States deprecates the signiicance of the equality principle, which is important especially for smaller Member States, not only in the symbolic dimension but also in the practical one -letting them exert, within the important functions performed by the rotating presidency in the EU decision-making process, the same inluence on the integration as the stronger Member States 65 . It would be erroneous, though, to 59 K. op. cit., p. 63. 60 
